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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 1 1-20 are pending. Claims 1-10 and 21-25 are withdrawn from 
consideration. 



Election/Restrictions 

2. Claims 1-10 and 21-25 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected group I, there being no allowable generic 
or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 14 August 
2006. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 16 objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 16 recites the word "for" in line 2. It indicates intended use and as such 
does not carry patentable weight. The word could be changed to recite "to". The 
limitations following the phrase "for" describes only intended use but not necessarily 
required functionality of the claim. Limitations following the phrase "for" do not carry 
patentable weight, which cause the claims to appear as a series of non-functional 
descriptive material/data without any functional relation with each other. Applicant is 
required to amend the claims so that the claim limitations are recited in a definite form. 
For example, claim 1 recites "for suggesting" should be "to suggest". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 36 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 11-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 1 lacks the hardware to make the invention statutory. As presented the 
claims describe software only implementation. To overcome this problem, some 
hardware (ex. processor or storage) should be added to the claims. 

Claim 18 list a condition "when executed by a processor". The condition leave an 
option of when it is not executed on a processor, the limitations would not be 
accomplished. The examiner suggests to amend the claim to say "... a program 
executable on a processor:". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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7. Claims 2 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 2 and 19 recites the limitation "the dependant relationships" in lines 2 and 
3 respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 11-12, 15 and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kirkwood et al. (US 7, 139, 973 B1). 

As per claims 1 1 and 18 Kirkwood et al. is directed to a method and a computer 
readable medium, comprising: 

generating a node to represent a functional relationship between one or more 
objects of distinct ontologies in a metadata system (Kirkwood, column 1 1 , lines 66-67; 
column 12, lines 1-7); 
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associating an expression of the functional relationship to the node; and 
associating one or more parameters of the functional relationship to the node (column 
17, lines 16-23). 

As per claims 12 and 19 Kirkwood et al. is directed to further comprising 
associating a dependency chain representing the dependent relationships between 
properties of a parameter path associated with the one or more parameters of the 
functional relationship (column 36, lines 45-48). 

As per claim 15 Kirkwoodet et al. is directed to identifying mappings between 
dependency chains spanning the distinct ontologies (column 36, lines 45-48). 

As per claim 17 Kirkwood et al. is directed to maintaining the mappings that span 
the distinct ontologies when one of the distinct ontologies is modified (column 12, lines 
36-49. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 13-14, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kirkwood et al. (US 7, 139, 973 B1) in view of Pourheidari (US 2004/0243613 A1). 

As per claim 13 Kirkwood et al. does not teach associating one or more 
parameters comprises generating a resource that aggregates a local name, type, and 
dependency chain. 

Pourheidari teaches associating one or more parameters comprises generating a 
resource that aggregates a local name, type, and dependency chain ( Pourheidari , 
paragraph 0079, lines 5-12). 

It would have been obvious to one in of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kirkwood et al. by teachings of Pourheidari to include 
associating one or more parameters comprises generating a resource that aggregates a 
local name, type, and dependency chain because more efficient to store numerous data 
under one reference. 

As per claim 14 Kirkwood et al. does not teach associating one or more 
parameters comprises generating a resource that aggregates a type and a dependency 
chain and that is associated to a name through an explicit mapping. 

Pourheidari teaches associating one or more parameters comprises generating a 
resource that aggregates a type and a dependency chain and that is associated to a 
name through an explicit mapping (Pourheidari , paragraph 0079, lines 5-12). 
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It would have been obvious to one in of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kirkwood et al. by teachings of Pourheidari to include 
associating one or more parameters comprises generating a resource that aggregates a 
type and a dependency chain and that is associated to a name through an explicit 
mapping because more efficient to store numerous data under one reference. 

As per claim 20 Kirkwood et al. does not teach the program further causes the 
processor to connect one or more parameters comprising generating a blank node that 
aggregates a local name, type, and dependency chain. 

Pourheidari teaches the program further causes the processor to connect one or 
more parameters comprising generating a blank node that aggregates a local name, 
type, and dependency chain. (Pourheidari , paragraph 0079, lines 5-12). 

It would have been obvious to one in of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kirkwood et al. by teachings of Pourheidari to include the 
program further causes the processor to connect one or more parameters comprising 
generating a blank node that aggregates a local name, type, and dependency chain 
because more efficient to store numerous data under one reference. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claim 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kirkwood 
etal. (US 7, 139, 973 B1) in view of Govinduqari etal. (US 2004/0083199 A1). 

As per claim 16 Kirkwood et al. does not teach the identifying further comprises 
utilizing heuristics for suggestions of alternative mappings between dependency chains. 

Govinduqari et al. teaches the identifying further comprises utilizing heuristics for 
suggestions of alternative mappings between dependency chains (Govinduqari et al. , 
paragraph 0200, lines 1-3; paragraph 0201). 

It would have been obvious to one in of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Kirkwood et al. by teachings of Govinduqari et al. to 
include the identifying further comprises utilizing heuristics for suggestions of alternative 
mappings between dependency chains because heuristics is a well known method in 
the art to determine similarities. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Stoffel et al. (US 6,289,338 B1) teaches using probabilistic ontology. 
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1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tomasz Ponikiewski whose telephone number is 
(571)272-1721. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Gaffin can be reached on (571)272-4146. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Tomasz Ponikiewski 
December 21, 2006 



